Strategic information systems planning (StSP) 
Introduction
For many IS executives, strategic information systems planning (SISP) continues to be a critical issue.^ It is also reportedly the top IS concern of chief executives {Moynihan, 1990) . At the same time, it is almost axiomatic that information systems management be based on SISP (Synott and Gruber, 1982) . Furthermore, as investment in information technology has been promoted to both support business strategy or create strategic options (Earl, 1988; Henderson and Venkatraman, 1989) , an "industry" of SISP has grown as IT manufacturers and management consultants have developed methodologies and techniques. Thus, SISP appears to be a rich and important activity for researchers. So far, researchers have provided surveys of practice and problems, models and frameworks for theory-bui Id ing, and propositions and methods to put into action.T he literature recommends that SISP target the following areas:
• Aligning investment in iS with business goals
• Exploiting IT for competitive advantage
• Directing efficient and effective management of IS resources
• Developing technology policies and architectures
It has been suggested (Earl, 1989 ) that the first two areas are concerned with information systems strategy, the third with information management strategy, and the fourth with information technology strategy. In survey-based research to date, it is usually the first two areas that dominate. Indeed, SISP has been defined in this light (Lederer and Sethi, 1988) as "the process of deciding the objectives for organizational computing and identifying potential computer applications which the organization should implement" (p. 445). This definition was used in our investigation of SISP activity in 27 United Kingdom-based companies.
Calls have been made recently for better understanding of strategic planning in general, including SISP, and especially for studies of actual planning behavior in organizations (Boynton and Zmud, 1987; Henderson and Sifonis, 1988) . As doubts continue to be raised about the payoff of IT, it does seem important to examine the MIS Quarterty/March 1993 1 reality of generally accepted IS management practices such as SISP. Thus, in this investigation we used field studies to capture the experiences of large companies that had attempted some degree of formal IS planning.Ŵ e were also interested as to whether any particular SISP techniques were more effective than others. This question proved difficult to answer, as discussed below, and is perhaps even irrelevant. Techniques were found to be only one element of SISP. with process and implementation being equally important. Therefore, a more descriptive construct embodying these three elements-the SISP approach-was examined. Five different approaches were identified; the experience of the organizations studied suggests that one approach may be more effective than the others.
Methodology
In 1988-89, a two-stage survey was conducted to discover the intents, outcomes, and experiences of SISP efforts. First, case studies captured the history of six companies previously studied by the author. These retrospective case histories were based on accounts of the IS director and/or IS strategic planner and on internal documentation of these companies. The cases suggested or confirmed questions to ask in the second stage. Undoubtedly, these cases influenced the perspective of the researcher.
In the second stage, 21 different U.K. companies were investigated through fieid studies. All were large companies that were among the leaders in the banking, insurance, transport, retailing, electronics, IT, automobile, aerospace, oil, chemical, services, and food and drink industries. Annual revenues averaged £4.5 biilion. They were all headquartered in the U.K. or had significant national or regional IS functions within multi-national companies headquartered elsewhere. Their experience with formal SISP activities ranged from one to 20 years.** The scope of StSP could be either at the business unit level, the corporate level, or both. The results from this second stage are reported in this article.
Within each firm, the author carried out in-depth interviews, typically lasting two to four hours, with three "stakeholders." A total of 63 executives were interviewed. The IS director or IS strategic planner was interviewed first, foiiowed by the CEO or a general manager, and finally a senior line or user manager. Management prescriptions often state that SISP requires a combination or coaiition of iine managers contributing application ideas or making system requests, general managers setting direction and priorities, and IS professionals suggesting what can be achieved technically. Additionally, interviewing these three stakeholders provides some triangulation, both as a check on the views of the IS function and as a useful, but not perfect, cross-section of corporate memory.
Because the IS director selected the interviewees, there could have been some sampie bias. However, parameters were laid down on how to select interviewees, and the responses did not indicate any prior coiiusion in aligning opinions. Respondents were supposed to be the IS executives most involved with SISP (which may or may not be the CIO), the CEO or general manager most invoived in strategic decisions on IS, and a "typical" user line manager who had contributed to SISP activities.
Interviews were conducted using questionnaires to ensure completeness and replicability, but a mix of unstructured, semi-structured, and structured interrogation was employed.^ Typically, a simple question was posed in an open manner (often requiring enlargement to overcome differences in organizational language), and raw responses were recorded. The same question was then asked in a closed manner, requesting quantitative responses using scores, ranking, and Likert-type scales. Particular attention was paid to anecdotes, tangents, and "asides." In this way, it was hoped to collect data sets for both qualitative and quantitative analysis. Interviews focused on intents, outcomes, and experiences of SISP.
It was also attempted to record experiences with particular SiSP methodologies and relate their use to success, benefits and problems. However, this aim proved to be Inappropriate (because firms often had employed a variety of techniques and procedures over time), and later was jettisoned in favor of recording the variety and richness of planning behavior the respondents recalled. This study is therefore exploratory, with a focus on theory development.2
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Interests, Methods, and Outcomes
Data were collected on the stimuli, aims, benefits, success factors, problems, procedures, and methods of SISP. These data have been statistically examined, but only a minimum of results is presented here as a necessary context to the principal findings of the study.'
Respondents were asked to state their firms' current objectives for SISP. The dominant objective was alignment of IS with business needs, with 69.8 percent of respondents ranking it as most important and 93.7 percent ranking it in their top five objectives (see Tabie 1) . Interview comments reinforced the importance of this objective. The search for competitive advantage apptications was ranked second, reflecting the increased strategic awareness of IT in the late 1980s. Gaining top management commitment was third. The only difference among the stakeholders was that IS directors placed top management commitment above the competitive advantage goal, perhaps reflecting a desire for functional sponsorship and a clear mandate. Table 1 suggests that companies have more than one objective for SISP; narrative responses usually identified two or three objectives spontaneously. Not surprisingly, the respondents' views on benefits were similar and also indicated a multidimensional picture (see Table 2 ). All respondents were able to select confidently from a structured list. Alignment of IS again stood out. with 49 percent ranking it first and 78 percent ranking it in the top five benefits. Top management support, better priority setting, competitive advantage applications, top management involvement, and user-management involvement were the other prime benefits reported.
Respondents also evaluated their firm's success with SISP. Success measures have been discussed elsewhere (Raghunathan and King. 1988) . Most have relied upon satisfaction scores (Galliers. 1987) , absence of problems (Lederer and Sethi. 1988) , or audit checklists (King, 1988) . Respondents were given no criterion of success but were given scale anchors to help them record a score from 1 (low) to 5 (high) as shown in Appendix B, Ten percent of all respondents claimed their SISP had been "highly successful." 59 percent reported It had been "successful but there was room for improvement." and 69 percent rated SISP as worthwhile or better. Thirty-one percent were dissatisfied with their firm's SISP. There were differences between stakeholders; whereas 76 percent of IS directors gave a score above 3, only 67 percent of general managers and 57 percent of user managers were as content. Because the mean score by company was 3.73. and the modal company score was 4, the typical experience can be described as worthwhile but in need ot some improvement.
A complementary question revealed a somewhat different picture, interviewees were asked in what ways SISP had been unsuccessful. Sixty-five different types of disappointment were recorded. In such a long list none were dominant. Never- Table 3 summarizes the five most commonly mentioned features contributing to dissatisfaction. We will henceforth refer to these as "concerns."
It is apparent that concerns extend beyond technique or methodology, the focus of several researchers, and the horizon of most suppliers. Accordingly we examined the 65 different concerns looking for a pattern. This inductive and subjective clustering produced an interesting classification. The cited concerns could be grouped almost equally into three distinct Poor User-IS Relationships categories (assuming equal weighting to each concern): method, process, and implementation, as shown in Table 4 . The full list of concerns is reproduced in Appendix C.
Method concerns centered on the SISP technique, procedure, or methodology employed. Firms commonly had used proprietary methods, such as Method 1, BSP, or information engineering, or applied generally available techniques, such as critical success factors or value chain analysis. Others had invented their own methods, often customizing well-known techniques. Among the stated concerns were lack of strategic thinking, excessive internal focus, too much or too little attention to architecture, excessive time and resource requirements, and ineffective resource allocation mechanisms. General managers especially emphasized these concerns, perhaps because they have high expectations but find IS strategy making difficult.
Implementation was a common concern. Even where SISP was judged to have been successful, the resultant strategies or plans were not always followed up or fully implemented. Even though clear directions might be set and commitments made to develop new applications, projects often were not initiated and systems development did not proceed. This discovery supports the findings of earlier work (Lederer and Sethi, 1988) .
Evidence from the interviews suggests that typically resources were not made available, management was hesitant, technological constraints arose, or organizational resistance emerged. Where plans were implemented, other concerns arose, including technical quality, the time and cost involved, or the lack of benefits realized. Imptementation concerns were raised most by IS directors, perhaps because they are charged with delivery or because they hoped SISP would provide hitherto elusive strategic direction of their function. Of course, it can be claimed that a strategy that is not implemented or poorly implemented is no strategy at all-a tendency not unknown in business strategy making (Mintzberg, 1987) . Indeed, implementation has been proposed as a measure of success in SISP (Lederer and Sethi. 1988) .
Process concerns included lack of line management participation, poor IS-user relationships, inadequate user awareness and education, and low management ownership of the philosophy and practice of SISP. Line managers were particularly vocal about the management and enactment of StSP methods and procedures and whether they fit the organizational context.
Analysis of the reported concerns therefore suggests that method, process, and implementation are all necessary conditions for successful SISP (see Figure 1) . Indeed, when respondents volunteered success factors for SISP based on their organizations' experience, they conveyed this multiple perspective (see Table 5 ). The highest ranked factors of "top management involvement," and "top management support" can be seen as process factors, while "business strategy available" and "study the business before technology' ' have more to do with method. * 'Good tS management" partly relates to impiementation. Past research has identified similar concerns (Lederer and Mendelow, 1987) , and the more prescriptive literature has suggested some of these success factors (Synott and Gruber, 1982) . However, the experience of organizations in this study indicates that no single factor is likely to lead to universal success in SISP. Instead, successful SISP is more probable when organizations realize that method, process, and implementation are all necessary issue sets to be managed.
In particuiar, consultants, managers, and researchers would seem weil advised to took beyond method alone in practicing StSP. Furthermore, researchers cannot assume that SISP requires selection and use of just one method or one special planning exercise. Typically, it seems that firms use several methods over time. An average of 2.3 methods (both proprietary and inhouse) had been employed by the 21 companies studied. Nine of them had tried three or more. Retrospectively isolating and identifying the effect of a method therefore becomes difficult for researchers. It may also be misleading because, as discovered in these interviews, firms engage in a variety of strategic planning activities and behavior. This became apparent when respondents were asked the open-ended question, "Please summarize the approach you have adopted in developing your IS strategy (or iden-tifying which IT applications to develop in the long run)." In reply they usually recounted a rich history of initiatives, events, crises, techniques, organizational changes, successes, and failures all interwoven in a context of how tS resources had been managed.
Prompted both by the list of concerns and narrative histories of planning-related events, the focus of this study therefore shifted. The object of analysis became the SISP approach. This we viewed as the interaction of method, process, and implementation, as well as the variety of activities and behavior upon which the respondents had reflected. The accounts of interviewees, the "untutored" responses to the semi-structured questions, the documents supplied, and the "asides" followed up by the interviewer all produced descriptive data on each company's approach.
Once the salient features of SISP were compared across the 21 companies, five distinct approaches were identified. These were then used retrospectively to classify the experiences of the six case study firms.
Method Process Implementation 
SISP Approaches
An approach is not a technique per se. Nor is it necessarily an explicit study or formal, codified routine so often implied in past accounts and studies of SISP. As in most forms of business planning, it cannot often be captured by one event, a single procedure, or a particular technique. An approach may comprise a mix of procedures, techniques, user-IS interactions, special analyses, and random discoveries. There are likely to be some formal activities and some informal behavior. Sometimes IS planning is a special endeavor and sometimes it is part of business planning at large. However, when members of the organization describe how decisions on IS strategy are initiated and made, a coherent picture is gradually painted where the underpinning philosophy, emphasis, and influences stand out. These are the principal distinguishing features of an approach. The elements of an approach can be seen as the nature and place of method, the attention to and style of process, and the focus on and probability of implementation.
The five approaches are labelled as BusinessLed, Method-Driven, Administrative, Technological, and Organizational. They are delineated as ideal types in Table 6 . Several distinctors are apparent in each approach. Each represents a particular philosophy (either explicit or implicit), displays its own dynamics, and has different strengths and weaknesses. Whereas some factors for success are suggested by each approach, not ali approaches seem to be equally effective.
Business-led approach
The Busiriess-Led Approach was adopted by four companies and two of the case study firms. The Thinking IS all the time underpinning "assuttiption" of this approach is that current business direction or plans are the only basis upon which IS plans can be built and that, therefore, business planning should drive SISP. The emphasis is on the business leading IS and not the other way around. Business plans or strategies are analyzed to identify where information systems are most required. Often this linkage is an annual endeavor and is the responsibility of the IS director or IS strategic planner (or team). The IS strategic plan is later presented to the board for questioning, approvai, and priority-setting.
General managers see this approach as simple, "business-like." and a matter of common sense. IS executives often see this form of SISP as their most critical task and welcome the long overdue mandate from senior management. However, they soon discover that business strategies are neither ciear nor detailed enough to specify IS needs. Thus, interpretation and further analysis become necessary. Documents have to be studied, managers interviewed, meetings convened, working papers written, and tentative proposals on the IS implications of business plans put forward. "Home-spun" procedures are deveioped on a trial and error basis to discover and propose the IT implications of business plans. It may be especially difficult to promote the notion that IT itself may offer some new strategic options. The IS planners often feel that they have to "take the lead" to make any progress or indeed to engage the business in the exercise. They also discover that some top executives may be more forceful in their views and expectations than others.
Users and line managers are likely to be involved very little. The emphasis on top-level input and business plans reduces the potential contribution of users and the visibility of locai requirements. Users, perceiving SISP as remote, complain of inadequate involvement. Because the IS strategy becomes the product of the IS function, user support is not guaranteed. Top management, having substantially delegated SISP to the specialists, may be unsure of the recommendations and be hesitant to commit resources, thus impairing implementation.
Nevertheless, some advantages can accrue. Information systems are seen as a strategic resource, and the IS function receives greater legitimacy. Important strategic thrusts that require iT support can be identified, and if the business strategy is cieariy and fuily presented, the iS strategy can be weii-ailgned. indeed, in one of the prior case study companies that adopted this approach, a clear business pian for survivai ied to iT appiications that were admired by many industry watchers. However, despite this achievement, the iS function is stili perceived by aii three sets of stakeholders as poorly integrated into the business as a whole.
Method-driven approach
The Method-Driven Approach was present in two companies and two of the case study firms. Adherents of this approach appear to assume that SISP is enhanced by, or depends on, use of a formai technique or method. The IS director may beiieve that management wiii not think about iS needs and opportunities without the use of a formal method or the intervention of consuitants. Indeed, recognition or anticipation of some of the frustrations typical of the Business-Led Approach may prompt the desire for method. However, any method wili not do. There is typicaiiy a search for tbe "best method," or at ieast one better than the iast method adopted.
Once again, business strategies may be found to be deficient for the purpose of SiSP. The introduction of a formai method rarely provides a remedy, however, because it is uniikeiy to be a strong enough business strategy technique. Aiso, the method's practitioners are uniikeiy to be skilied or credible at such work. Furthermore, as formal methods are usuaiiy sponsored by the iS department, they may faii to win the support or invoivement of fhe business at large. Thus, a second or third method may be attempted while the IS department tries to elicit or verify the business strategy and to encourage a wider set of stakeholders to participate. Often, a vendor or consultant plays a significant role. As the challenges unfold, stakeholders determine the "best" method, often as a result of the qualities of the consultants as much as the techniques themselves. The consultants often become the drivers of the SISP exercise and therefore have substantial infiuence on the recommendations.
Users may judge Method-Driven exercises as "unreal" and "high level" and as having excluded the managers who matter, namely themselves. Generai managers can see the studies as "business strategy making in disguise" and thus become somewhat resistant and not easiiy persuaded of the priorities or options suggested by the appiication of the method. iS strategic plans may then iose their credibiiity and never be fully initiated. The exercises and recommendations may be forgotten. Often they are labelied the "xyz" strategy, where "xyz" is the name of the consuiting firm empioyed; in other words, these strategies are rareiy "owned" by the business.
Formai methods do not always fall completely. Although a succession of methods achieved little in the companies studied, managers judged that each method had been good in some unanticipated way for the business or the IS department.^ For exampie. in one firm it siiowed the need for business strategies, and in another it informed IS management about business imperatives. In the former firm, IS directors were heard to say the experience had been "good for the company, showing up the gaps in strategic thinking!" Nevertheless, formai strategy studies could leave behind embryonic strategic thrusts, ideas waiting for the right time, or new thinking that could be exploited or built upon iater in unforeseen ways.
Administrative approach
The Adtninistrative Approach was found in five companies. The emphasis here is on resource pianning. The wider management pianning and controi procedures were expected to achieve the aims of SiSP through formal procedures for aliocating iS resources. Typically. IS deveiopment proposals were submitted by business units or departments to committees who examined project viability, common system possibilities, and resource consequences, in some cases, resource pianners did the staff work as proposais ascended the annuai hierarchicai approvai procedure. The Administrative Approach was the paraiiei of. or couid be attached to. the firm's normal financiai pianning or capitai budgeting routine. The outcome of the approach was a oneyear or muiti-year deveiopment portfolio of approved projects. Typicaiiy no appiication is deveioped untii it is on the pian. A pianning investment or steering committee makes all decisions and agrees on any changes.
Respondents identified significant down sides to the Administrative Approach, it was seen as not strategic, as being "bottom-up" rather than "topdown." ideas for radicai change were not identified, strategic thinking was absent, inertia and "business as usuai" dominated, and enterpriseievei applications remained in the background, More emotionai were the claims about conflicts, dramas, and game playing-ali perhaps inevitable in an essentiaily resource allocation procedure. The emphasis on resource pianning sometimes led to a resource-constrained outcome. For exampie. spending iimits were often appiied. and boards and CEOs were accused of applying cuts to the iS budget, assuming that in doing so no damage was being done to the business as a whoie.
Some benefits of this approach were identified. Everybody knew about the procedure; it was visible, and aii users and units had the opportunity to submit proposais. indeed, an SISP procedure and timetable for SiSP were commoniy pubiished as part of the company poiicy and procedures manual. Users, who were encouraged to make application deveiopment requests, did produce some ideas for buiiding competitive advantage. Also, it seemed that radicai. transformationai IT apptications could arise in these companies despite the apparently bottom-up, cautious procedure. The most radical appiications emerged when the OEO or finance director broke the administrative ruies and informaily proposed and sanctioned an IS investment.
By emphasizing viability, project approval, and resource pianning. the administrative approach produced appiication deveiopment portfoiios that were eventual iy implemented. Not oniy financiai criteria guided these choices. New strategic guideiines. such as customer service or quality improvement, were atso infiuentiai. Finaiiy, the Administrative Approach often fitted the planning and controi style of the company. iS was managed in congruence with other activities. which permitted complementary resources to be ailocated in paraiiei. indeed, uniess the iS function compiied with procedures, no resources were forthcoming.
Technological approach
The Technological Approach was adopted by four companies and two of the case study firms. This approach is based on the assumption that an information systems-oriented modei of the
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business is a necessaty outcome of SISP and. therefore, that analytical modelling methods are appropriate. This approach is different from the Method-Driven Approach in two principal characteristics. First, the end product is a business model (or series of models). Second, a formal method is applied based on mapping the activities, processes, and data flows of the business. The emphasis is on deriving architectures or blueprints for IT and IS, and often information engineering terminology is used. Architectures for data, computing, communications, and applications might be produced, and computer-aided software engineering (CASE) might be among the tools employed. A proprietary technology-oriented method might be used or adapted in-house. Both IS directors and general managers tend to emphasize the objectives of rigorous analysis and of building a robust infrastructure.
This approach is demanding in terms of both effort and resource requirements. These also tend to be high-profile activities. Stakeholders commented on the length of time involved in the analysis and/or the implementation. User managers reacted negatively to the complexity of the analysis and the outputs and reported a tendency for technical dependencies to displace business priorities. In one case, management was unsure of the validity and meaning of the blueprints generated and could not determine what proposals mattered most. A second study of the same type, but using a different technological method, was commissioned. This produced a different but equally unconvincing set of blueprints.
These characteristics could lead to declining top management support or even user rebellion. In one firm, the users called for an enterprise modelling exercise to be aborted. In one of the case study firms, development of the blueprint applications was axed by top management three and a half years after initiation. In another, two generations of IS management departed after organizational conflict concerning the validity of the technological model proposed.
Some success was claimed for the Technological Approach. Benefits were salvaged by factoring down the approach into smaller exercises. In one case this produced a database definition, and in another it led to an IT architecture for the finance function. Some IS directors claimed these outcomes were valuable in building better IT infrastructures.
Organizational approach
The Organizational Approach was used in six companies and one of the case study firms. The underpinning assumption here is quite different. It is that SISP is not a special or neat and tidy endeavor but is based on IS decisions being made through continuous Integration between the IS function and the organization. The way IT applications are identified and selected is described in much more multi-dimensional and subtle language. The approach is not without method, but methods are employed as required and to fit a particular purpose. For example, value analysis may f^e used, workshops arranged, business investigation projects set up, and vendor visits organized. The emphasis, however, is on process, especially management understanding and involvement. For some of these companies, a major SISP method had been applied in the past, but in retrospect it was seen to have been as much a process enabler as an analytical investigation. Executive teamwork and an understanding of how IT might contribute to the business were often left behind by the method rather than specific recommendations for IS investment. Organizational learning was important and evident in at least three ways.
First, IS development concentrated on only one or two themes growing in scope over several years as the organization began to appreciate the potential benefits. Examples of such themes included a food company concentrating on providing high service levels to customers, an insurance company concentrating on low-cost administration, and a chemical company concentrating on product development performance. Second, special studies were important. Often multidisciplinary senior executive project teams or full-time task forces were assigned to tackle a business problem from which a major IS initiative would later emerge. The presence of an IS executive in the multidisciplinary team was felt to be important to the emergence of a strategic theme because this person could suggest why, where, and how IT could help. Teamwork was the principal influence in IS strategy making. Third, there was a focus on implementation. Themes were broken down into identifiable and frequent deliverables. Conversely, occasional project cost and time overruns were acceptable if they allowed evolving ideas to be incorporated. In some ways, IS strategies were discovered through implementation. These three learning characteristics can be seen collectively as a preference for incremental strategy making.
The approach is therefore organizational because:
1. Collective learning across the organization is evident.
2. Organizational devices or instruments (teams, task forces, workshops, etc.) are used to tackle business problems or pursue initiatives.
3. The IS function works in close partnership with the rest of the organization, especially through having IS managers on management teams or placing IS executives on task forces.
4. Devolution of some IS capability is common, not only to divisions, but also to functions, factories, and departments.
5. In some companies SISP is neither special nor abnormal. It is part of the normal business planning of the organization.
6. IS strategies often emerge from ongoing organizational activities, such as trial and error changes to business practices, continuous and incremental enhancement of existing applications, and occasional system initiatives and experiments within the business.
In one of the companies, planning was "countercultural." Nevertheless, in the character described above, planning still happened. In another company there were no IS plans, just business plans. In another. IS was enjoying a year or more of low profile until the company discovered the next theme. In most of these firms, IS decisions were being made all the time and at any time.
Respondents reported some disadvantages of this approach. Some IS directors worried about how the next theme would be generated. Atso, because the approach is somewhat fuzzy or soft, they were not always confident that it could be transplanted to another part of the business. Indeed, a new CEO, management team, or management style could erode the process without the effect being apparent for some time. One IS director believed the incrementalism of the Organizational Approach led to creation of inferior infrastructures.
The five approaches appear to be different in scope, character, and outcome. Table 7 differentiates them using the three characteristics that seem to help other organizations position themselves. Also, slogans are offered to capture the essence of each approach. Strengths and weaknesses of each approach are contained in Table 8 .
It is also possible to indicate the apparent differences of each approach in terms of the three factors suggested in Figure 1 as necessary for success: method, process, and Implementation. Table 9 attempts a summary.
In the Business-Led Approach, method scores low because no formal technique is used; process is rated low because the exercise is commonly IS dominated; but implementation is medium because the boards tend fo at least approve some projects. In the Method-Driven Approach, method is high by definition, but process is largely ignored and implementation barely or rarely initiated. In the Administrative Approach, only a procedure exists as method. However, its dependence on user inputs suggests a medium rating on process. Because of its resource allocation emphasis, approved projects are generally implemented. The Technological Approach is generally method-intensive and insensitive to process. It can, however, lead to some specific implementation of an infrastructure. The Organizational Approach uses any method or devices that fit the need; it explicitly invests in process and emphasizes implementation.
Preliminary Evaluations
The five approaches were identified by comparing the events, experiences, and lessons described by the interviewees. As the investigation proved to be exploratory, the classification of approaches is descriptive and was derived by inductive interpretation of organizational experiences. Table 6 . therefore, should be seen as an ideal model that caricatures the approaches in order to aid theory development. One way of "validating" the model is to compare it with prior research in both IS and genera! management to assess whether the approaches "ring true." 
Related theories
Difficulties encountered in the Business-Led Approach have been noted by others. The availabi!ity of forma! business strategies for SISP cannot be assumed (Bowman, etal.. 1983; Lederer and Mendelow, 1986) . Nor can we assume that business strategies are communicated to the organization at large, are clear and stable, or are valuable in identifying !S needs (Earl, 1989; Lederer and Mende!ow. 1989) . Indeed, the quality of fhe process of business planning itself may often be suspect (Lederer and Sethi. 1988) . In other words, while the Business-Led Approach may be especially appealing to generai managers, the chaHenges are !ike!y to be significant.
There is considerable iiterature on the top-down, more business-strategy oriented SiSP methods implied by the Ivlethod-Driven Approach, but most of it is conjectura! or normative. Vendors can be very persuasive about the need for a methodoiogy that exp!icit!y connects IS to business thinking (Bowman, et al., 1983) . Other researchers have argued that sometimes the business strategy must be explicated first (King, 1978; Lederer and Mendelow. 1987) . This was a befief of the !S directors in the fvtethod-Driven companies, but one general manager complained that this was "business strategy making in disguise."
The Administrative Approach reflects the prescriptions and practices of bureaucratic models of p!anning and control. We must turn to the general management !iterature for insights into this approach. Quinn (1977) has pointed out the strategy-making !imitations of bottom-up planning procedures. He argues that big change rareiy originates in this way and that, furthermore, annua! planning processes rarely foster innovation. Both the political behavior stimulated by hierarchicai resource allocation mechanisms and the business-as-usual inertia of budgetary planning have been we!!-documented e!sewhere (Bower, 1970; Danziger 1978) . 
MethodDriven
Provides a methodology
Plugs strategy gaps
Raises strategy profile
User involvement The Technological Approach may be the extreme case of how the IT industry and its professionals tend to apply computer science thinking to planning. The deficiencies of these methods have been noted in accounts of the more extensive IS planning methods and, in particular, of information engineering techniques. For instance, managers are often unhappy with the time and cost involved (Goodhue, et al., 1988; Moynihan. 1990) . Others note that IS priorities are by definition dependent on the sequence required for architecture building {Hackathorn and Karimi. 1988; Inmon. 1986 ). The vo!uminous data generated by this class of method has also been reported (Bowman, et al., 1983 : Inmon. 1986 ).
The Organizational Approach does not fit easily with the technical and prescriptive !S literature, but simi!ar patterns have been observed by the more behaviora! studies of business strategy making. It is now known that organizations rare-!y use the rationai-ana!yticai approaches touted in the pianning literature when they make significant changes in strategy (Quinn. 1978) . Rather, strategies often evolve from fragmented, incremental, and largely intuitive processes. Ouinn believed this was the quite natura!, proper way to cope with the unknowabie-proceeding f!exibly and experimentally from broad concepts to specific commitments. Mintzberg's (1983) view of strategy making is similar. It emphasizes small project-based multiski!!ed teams, cross-functionat liaison devices, and se!ective decentralization. Indeed. Mintzberg's view succinctly summarizes the Organizational Approach. He argues that often strategy is formed, rather than formulated, as actions converge into patterns and as analysis and implementation merge into a fluid process of learning. Furthermore. Mintzberg sees strategy making in reality as a mixture of the formal and informal and the analytical and emergent. Top managers, he argues, should create a context in which strategic thinking and discovery mingle, and then they shouid intervene where necessary to shape and support new ways forward.
!n !S research, Henderson (1989) may have implicitly argued for the Organizationa! Approach when he called for an iterative, ongoing IS planning process to build and sustain partnership. He suggested partnership mechanisms such as task forces, cross-functional teams, mu!ti-tiered and cross-functiona! networks, and collaborative planning without planners. Henderson and Sifonis (1988) identify the importance of learning in SISP. and de Geus (1988) sees a!! p!anning as learning and teamwork as central to organizationa! !earning. Goodhue, et a!. (1988) and Moynihan (1990) argue that SISP needs to deliver good enough app!ications rather than optimal mode!s. These propositions cou!d be seen as recognition of the need to !earn by doing and to de!iver benefits. There is therefore a literature to support the Organizational Approach.
Data assessment
The field data itself can be used to assess the suggested taxonomy of approaches, Questions that arise are: do the approaches actually exist, and is it possible to clearly differentiate between them? Analysis of variance tests on reported success scores indicated that differences between approaches are significant, but differences between stakeholder sets are not.^ This is one indication that approach is a distinct and meaningfu! way of ana!yzing S!SP in action.
A second obvious question is whether any approaches are more effective than others. !t is perhaps premature to ask this question of a taxonomy suggested by the data. Caution wouid advise further va!idation of the framework first, followed by carefuiiy designed measurement tests. However, this study provides an opportunity tor an early, if tentative, evaluation of this sort.
For example, as shown in Table  11 breaks out these data by method, process, and implementation concerns. The Organizational Approach has the least concerns attributed to it in total. The Business-Led Approach was characterized by high dissatisfaction with method and implementation. The Method-Driven Approach was perceived to be unsuccessful on process and, ironically, on method, while opinion was less harsh on implementation, perhaps because implementation experience itself is low. The Administrative Approach, as might be predicted, is not well-regarded on method. These data are not widely divergent from the qualitative analysis in Table 9 .
Another measure is the potential of each approach for generating competitive advantage applications. Respondents were asked to identify and describe such applications and trace their histories. No attempt was made by the researcher to check the competitive advantage claimed or to assess whether the applications deserved the label. Although only 14 percent of all such applications were reported to have been generated by a formal StSP study, it is interesting to compare achievement rates of the firms in each approach (Table 12 ). Method-Driven and Technological Approaches do not appear promising.
Little is ever initiated in the Method-Driven Approach, while competitiveness is rarely the focus of the Technological Approach. The Administrative Approach appears to be more conducive, perhaps because user ideas receive a hearing. Forty-two percent of competitive advantage applications discovered in all the firms originated from user requests. In the Business-Led Approach, some obviously necessary applications are actioned. In the Organizational Approach, most of the themes pursued were perceived to have produced a competitive advantage.
These three qualitative measures can be combined to produce a multi-dimensional score.
Other scholars have suggested that a number of performance measures are required to measure the effectiveness of SISP (Raghunathan and King, 1988) . Table 13 ranks each approach according to the three measures discussed above (where 1 = top and 5 = bottom). In summing the ranks, the Organizational Approach appears to be substantially superior. Furthermore, all the other approaches score relatively tow on this basis.
Thus, both qualitative and quantitative evidence suggest that the Organizational Approach is likely to be the best SISP approach to use and, thus, a candidate for further study. The Organizational Approach is perhaps the least formal and structured. It also differs significantly from conventional prescriptions in the literature and practice.
Implications for Research
Many prior studies of SISP have been based on the views of IS managers alone. A novel aspect of this study was that the attitudes and experiences of general managers and users were also examined. In reporting back the results to the respondents in the survey companies, an interesting reaction occurred. The stakeholders were asked to select which approach best described their experience with SISP. If only IS profes-sionais were present, their conclusions often differed from the final interpretative results. However, when all three stakeholders were present, a lively discussion ensued and, eventually, unprompted, the group's views moved toward an interpretation consistent with both the data presented and the approach attributed to the firm. This is another soft form of validation. More important, it indicates that approach is not only a multi-dimensional construct but atso captures a multi-stakeholder perspective. This suggests that studies of IS management practice can be enriched if they look beyond the boundaries of the IS department.
Another characteristic of prior work on SISP is the assumption that fotmal methods are used and in principle are appropriate (Lederer and Sethi, 1988; . A systematic linkage to the organization's business planning procedures is also commonly assumed (Boynton and Zmud, 1987; Karimi, 1988) . The findings of this study suggest that these may be false assumptions and that, besides studying formal methods, researchers should continue to investigate matters of process while also paying attention to implementation. Indeed, in the field of business strategy, it was studies of the process of strategy making that led to the "alternative" theories of the strategic management of the firm developed by Quinn (1978) and Mintzberg (1987) .
The Organizational Approach to SISP suggested by this study might also be seen as an "alternative" school of thought. This particular approach, therefore, should be investigated further to understand it in more detail, to assess its effectiveness more rigorously, and to discover how to make it work.
Pinally, additional studies are required to further validate and then perhaps develop these findings. Some of the parameters suggested here to distinguish the approaches could be taken as variables and investigated on larger samples to verify the classification. Researchers could also explore whether different approaches fit, or work better in, different contexts. Candidate situational factors include information intensity of the sector, environmental uncertainty, the organization's management planning and control style, and the maturity of the organization's IS management experience.
impiications for Practice
For practitioners, this study provides two general lessons. First, SISP requires a holistic or interdependent view. Methods may be necessary, but they could fail if the process factors receive no attention. It is also important to explicitly and positively incorporate implementation plans and decisions in the strategic planning cycle.
Second, successful SISP seems to require users and line managers working in partnership with the ts function. This may not only generate relevant application ideas, but it will tend to create ownership of both process and outcomes.
The taxonomy of SISP approaches emerging from this study might be interpreted for practice in at least four different ways. First, it can be used as a diagnostic tool to position a firm's current SISP efforts. The strengths and weaknesses identified in the research then could suggest how the current approach could be improved. We have found that frameworks used in this way are likely to be more helpful if users and general managers as well as IS professionals join together in the diagnosis.
Second, the taxonomy can be used to design a situation-specific (customized) approach on a "mix-and-match" basis. It may be possible to design a potentially more effective hybrid. The author is aware of one company experimenting at building a combination of the Organizational and Technological Approaches. One of the study companies that had adopted the Organizational Approach to derive its IS strategy also sought some of the espoused benefits of the Technological Approach by continuously formulating a shadow blueprint for IT architecture. This may be one way of reconciling the apparent contradictions of the Organizational and Technological Approaches.
Third, based on our current understanding it appears that the Organizational Approach is more effective than others. Therefore, firms might seriously consider adopting it. This could involve setting up mechanisms and responsibility structures to encourage IS-user partnerships, devolving IS planning and development capability, ensuring IS managers are members of all permanent and ad hoc teams, recognizing IS strategic thinking as a continuous and periodic activity, identifying and pursuing business themes, and accepting "good enough" solutions and building on them. Above all, firms might encourage any mechanisms that promote organizational learning about the scope of IT.
Another interpretation is that the Organizational Approach describes how most IS strategies actually are developed, despite the more formal and rational endeavors of IS managers or management at large. The reality may be a continuous interaction of formal methods and informal behavior and of intended and unintended strategies. If so, SISP in practice should be eclectic, selecting and trying methods and process initiatives to fit the needs of the time. One consequence of this view might be recognition and acceptance that planning need not always generate plans and that plans may arise without a formal planning process.
Finally, it can be revealing for an organization to recall the period when IS appeared to be contributing most effectively to the business and to describe the SISP approach in use {whether by design or not) at the time. This may then indicate which approach is most likely to succeed for that organization. Often when a particularly successful IS project is recalled, its history is seen to resemble the Organizational Approach.
Conclusions
This study evolved into a broad, behavioral exploration of experiences in iarge organizations. The breadth of perspective led to the proposition that SISP is more than method or technique alone. In addition, process issues and the question of implementation appear to be important. These interdependent elements combine to form an approach. Five different SISP approaches were identified, and one, the Organizational Approach, appears superior.
For practitioners, the taxonomy of SISP approaches provides a diagnostic tool to use in evaluating the effectiveness of their SISP efforts and in learning from their own experiences. Whether rethinking SISP or introducing it for the first time, firms may want to consider adopting the Organizational Approach. Two reasons lead to this recommendation. First, among the companies explored, it seemed the most effective approach. Second, this study casts doubt on several of the by now "traditional" SISP practices that have been advocated and developed in recent years.
The "approach" construct presented in this article, the taxonomy of SISP approaches derived, and the indication that the least formal and least analytical approach seems to be most effective all offer new directions for SISP research and theory development.
Endnotes
'See, for example, surveys by Oickson, el al. (1984) , Hartog and Herbert (1986) , Wetfierbe (1987), and NIederman, et al. (1991) .
'Propositions and methods include Zani's (1970) oafly topdown proposal. King's (1976) more sophisticated linkage of the organization's IS strategy set lo the business strategy set. and focused techniques such as critical success faciors (Bullen and Rockart, 19B1) and value chain analysis (Porter and Millar, 1985) . These are supplemented by product literature such as Andersen's (1983) Method 1 or IBM's (1975) Business System Planning, The models and frameworks for developing a theory of SISP include Boynton and Zmud (1987) . Henderson and Sifonis (1988) , and Henderson and Venkatraman (1989) . Empirical works include a survey of practice by Galliers (1987) , analysis of methods by Sullivan (1985) . investigation of problems by Lederer and Sethi (1988) . assessment of success by Lederer and Uandelow (1987) and Raghunathan and King (1988) , and evaluation ot particular techniques such as strategic dala planning (Goodhue, et al.. 1992) .
Prior work has tended to use mail questionnaires targeted at IS executives. However, researchers have called for broader studies and for surveys ot the experiences and perspectives of top managers, corporate planners, and usars (Lederer and Mendelow, 1989; Lederer and Sethi, 1988; Raghunathan and King, 1988) .
'Characteristics of the sample companies are summarized in Appendix A.
Extracts from lhe interview questionnaires are shown m Appendix B.
"This exploration through field studies was in the spirit of 'grounded theory" (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) .
' Fuller descriptive statistics can be seen in an early research report (Earl, 1990 
